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meeting of Interpol about freedom of informa-
tion and law enforcement, or leading a team of
lawyers in counseling the director of the FBI,
Mr. Moschella has always performed his du-
ties with dedication, loyalty, and integrity—the
hallmarks of his outstanding career.

Mr. Moschella is a second generation Ital-
ian-American, who grew up in the Bronx in
New York City. He was the first in his family
to complete college and law school and he is
a dedicated family man with four sons. He
started his Federal service with the intention of
doing something good for America—using his
skill and talent to make his country a better
place for all of us. He is the kind of civil serv-
ant of whom all Americans can be proud.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the House of
Representatives and my constituents in the
11th Congressional District of Virginia, I want
to thank Emil Moschella for his exceptional ca-
reer of public service, congratulate him on this
special occasion, and wish him all the best in
retirement and all his future endeavors.
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Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I have intro-
duced in the House today House Joint Resolu-
tion 171 which proposes an amendment to the
U.S. Constitution to permit the Congress to
limit contributions and expenditures in elec-
tions for Federal office. This amendment—
when it is approved by the requisite two-thirds
majority of each house of the Congress and
ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of
the States—clarifies that the Congress has the
power to set limits on contributions and ex-
penditures in support of, or in opposition to,
any candidate for Federal office. This resolu-
tion is identical to one introduced earlier this
year in the other body by the distinguished
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY].

As a result of the U.S. Supreme Court ruling
in 1976 in the case of Buckley versus Valeo,
restrictions on wealthy individuals using their
own money to—in effect—buy a political office
have been held to be equivalent to restrictions
on free speech. Efforts to restrict the inde-
pendent expenditures of moneyed special in-
terests for or against a particular candidate
have likewise been held to be a restriction on
free speech.

Mr. Speaker, my proposed amendment to
the Constitution will reverse the ruling of the
Supreme Court in Buckley versus Valeo. The
effect of the Court’s decision in that case was
to equate money with free speech. The effect
of this amendment is to make clear that
money is not speech. In the very appropriate
words of Senator BRADLEY, ‘‘A rich man’s wal-
let does not merit the same protection as a
poor man’s soapbox.’’

The time has come, Mr. Speaker, for us to
clarify through an amendment to the Constitu-
tion that simple possession of money does not
mean you have the better argument. Posses-
sion of money does not mean you are the bet-
ter candidate. The time has come for the Con-
gress to have the authority to regulate political
expenditures of millionaries—like Ross Perot
or Steve Forbes or Michael Huffington in the

political arena. In the case of these three men
and others who have enjoyed the blessing of
wealth, we applaud their ability to make
money, we commend their business acumen,
and we are delighted, in some cases, for their
good fortune in having wealthy parents. At the
same time, however, we do not think that any
of those qualities entitles them to special ac-
cess to the marketplace of ideas.

It is essential for the health and well-being
of our democracy that the Congress have the
ability to assure a level playing field in elec-
tions for Federal offices. The amendment to
our Constitution that I am introducing today
will assure that Congress can assure a level
playing field.

One of the fundamental principles that is the
basis of our democratic system of Government
and our democratic Nation is the principle of
freedom of speech.

The fundamental concept is that if all ideas
and all points of view are subjected to the
same critical scrutiny in the marketplace of
ideas, those ideas which are correct and true
and superior will win out over those ideas
which are inferior and erroneous and false.

Our firm commitment to the principle of free-
dom of the press in our country flows from this
commitment to freedom of speech and free-
dom of expression. Although, I think, all of us
at one time or another have questioned the
accuracy or the impartiality or the dispassion
of the American news media, all of us are
firmly committed to the principle that there
must be a free, unfettered press. The mul-
tiplicity of free voices of expression is abso-
lutely essential to the functioning of our demo-
cratic Government.

In our democratic system, this principle of
freedom of expression is a vital component of
our process of electing Government officials.
Only if there is full and open airing of the
ideas for and against and about individual
candidates for public office can we know
which women and men are best able to rep-
resent us as President, Vice President, or as
a Member of the Senate or the House.

The fundamental requirement, Mr. Speaker,
is that all ideas, that all speech, have reason-
ably fair and equal access to the market place
of ideas—that good ideas and bad ideas and
foolish ideas and brilliant ideas have equal ac-
cess to the American people.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, the greatest
threat to the application of the principles of
free speech in our electoral process is the dis-
torting effect of money. Under our present
laws and the current interpretation of the Con-
stitution and our laws by our Supreme Court,
if you have money, your ideas—regardless of
how good or bad they may be—have unfair
access to the market place of ideas. It is im-
portant that we break this link between money
and speech—money does not entitle someone
to special access. Money is in fact the ele-
ment which distorts free speech, and by dis-
torting free speech it distorts the full and fair
and informed intelligent decisionmaking.

Mr. Speaker, this constitutional amendment
does not make the ultimate decision about
how campaign financing should be reformed,
but it is the essential first step in establishing
beyond any doubt that the Congress has the
authority to regulate spending on campaigns.
I urge my colleagues to join me in cosponsor-
ing this constitutional amendment. This is the
vital first step that we must take, and for the
future of democracy in our country it is essen-
tial that we take it as quickly as possible.

I ask, Mr. Speaker, that the text of House
Joint Resolution 171 be placed in the RECORD:

H.J. RES. 171

Proposing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion to permit the Congress to limit con-
tributions and expenditures in elections for
Federal office.

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of American in
Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House
concurring therein), That the following article
is proposed as an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, which shall be
valid to all intents and purposes as part of
the Constitution when ratified by the legis-
latures of three-fourths of the several States
within seven years from the date of its sub-
mission by the Congress:

‘‘ARTICLE—

‘‘Section 1. The Congress shall have the
power to set limits on expenditures made by,
in support of, or in opposition to the nomina-
tion or election of any person to Federal of-
fice.

‘‘Section 2. The Congress shall have the
power to set limits on contributions by indi-
viduals or entities by, in support of, or in op-
position to the nomination or election of any
person to Federal office.

‘‘Section 3. The Congress shall have the
power to enforce, by appropriate legislation,
the provisions of this article.’’.

f

GUN BAN REPEAL ACT OF 1995

SPEECH OF

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, March 22, 1996

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to H.R. 125.

We are voting to repeal a ban on assault
weapons and large capacity ammunition clips
that is supported overwhelmingly by police
who put their lives on the line for us. They call
the weapons banned by the 1994 law cop kill-
er guns.

In a recent study by Handgun Control, as-
sault weapons accounted for 17.4 percent of
fatal police shootings. In another study, 18.5
percent of the shootings, where the gun was
identified, involved a gun with a large-capacity
magazine of more than 10 rounds.

This ban has widespread support from the
people who care for gunshot victims—doctors,
nurses and medical personnel; religious lead-
ers who are trying to end the violence in our
communities; the teachers and administrators
who are concerned about guns in our schools;
responsible gunowners who want to end gun
violence; and the children whose very future is
put at risk.

The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Fire-
arms data revealed that although semiauto-
matic assault weapons comprise less than one
percent of the privately owned guns in Amer-
ica, they account for 8.4 percent of all firearms
traced to crime from 1988 to 1991.

During 1986–1991, 20,526 assault weapons
were traced to crime, and of those, 1,349
were specifically traced to murders in the Unit-
ed States and 4,031 were linked to drug traf-
fickers. The congressional assault weapons
ban did not take guns out of the hands of law
abiding citizens who legally owned their weap-
ons before the enactment of the assault weap-
ons ban in 1994.
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